The Universal Provider

circular describing Whiteley as his agent, and offering,
since the latter had discontinued receiving his orders,
to supply orders himself. This circular evidently in-
furiated Whiteley, who directed his solicitor, Roche, to
send Tassell a fierce letter accusing him of " dissemi-
nating among his (Whiteley's) customers two deliberate
falsehoods,55 Not content with this, however, the Uni-
versal Provider next printed and distributed 25,000
copies of a leaflet warning his customers against
Tassell and repeating his accusation of falsehoods and
misleading assertions. Tassell retorted by suing
Whiteley for libel.

The case was heard in the Court of Common
Pleas early in June 1877. To the disgust of both judge
and jury it was protracted over three whole days
by the obstinacy of the two parties, who refused to
take the judge's hint and settle out of court.
During the cross-examination of Whiteley the judge
pertinently asked him, " Is it not a cruel thing to fight
this, and bring the jury here again on Monday morn-
ing? Why don't you shake hands over it?" But
at this the eminent Q.C. briefed by Whiteley, Sir
Henry James, interposed, " My Lord, Mr Whiteley
says he has such an appreciation and admiration of
the justice of a British jury that this is a recreation
for him. Mr Whiteley is willing to bear his own costs."
So the case went on to its bitter end; and the jury,
without retiring, awarded the plaintiff a farthing's
damages. So Whiteley paid heavily for his * recrea-
tion5 both in costs and in reputation* Unfor-
tunately, he had not learned his lesson, and indulged
only too frequently in petty litigation in the years fol-
lowing. Vindictiveness in the courts was the ugly ob-
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